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Abstract 
The results achieved by the author with respect to the Neolithic, Copper, and Bronze Ages in 
the Southern Part of the Great Hungarian Plain and Northern Jugoslavia are summarized on the 
basis of 1292 prehistoric anthropological finds from the above mentioned archaleoogical ages. The 
investigations were of metrical, morphological, palaeopathological, palaeodemographical, taxo-
nomical character. 
This work is the first attempt to interpret the development of prehistoric populations within 
a geographical unit of Hungary on the basis of extensive palaeoanthropological material. 
Scientific antecedents 
In Hungary extremely rich prehistoric archaeological and anthropological 
material has been found. The systematical evaluation of the archaeological finds 
w a s c a r r i e d o u t a n d t h e r e su l t s w e r e p u b l i s h e d (BANNER, 1932, 1937; BÓNA, 1961, 
1965, 1965a, 1966, 1975; KALICZ, 1970; B. KUTZIAN, 1972; TROGMAYER, 1963, 1967, 
1968, 1975). The same does not apply, unfortunately, to the skeletal material uneart-
hed. Looking over the existing literature on the prehistoric anthropology of the whole 
Hungary, the following can be said. 
From among the neolithic finds in this country there were, so far, made known: 
a single female find uncovered in the cave Büdöspest ( B A R T U C Z , 1 9 1 6 ) . the graves 
at Békés—Povádzug ( L I P T A K — F A R K A S , 1 9 6 7 ) , the finds of the cemetery at Lengyel 
( V I R C H O W , 1 8 9 0 ; M A L A N , 1 9 2 9 ) , the find from Vaskút (NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 4 4 ) , the 
skeletons excavated from a hill at Vésztő—Mágor (FARKAS, 1 9 7 4 ) , the finds from 
Villánykövesd and Zengővárkony (K. ZOFFMANN, 1971 , 1 9 7 4 ) , as well as the skeletons 
of the findspot Kisköre—Gát ( T Ó T H , 1 9 7 2 , 1 9 7 3 ) . The finds trephined from Lebő, 
Szentes—Ficsorhalom and Veszprém were treated by BARTUCZ separately ( B A R T U C Z , 
1 9 6 6 ) . Finally, an earlier comprehensive survey of the Neolithic Age is also to be 
mentioned ( B A R T U C Z , 1 9 3 8 ) . 
The number of finds published from the Neolithic Age is about 130. The 26 
finds treated in the present work are to be added to these. 
From among the findspots from the Copper Age, the anthropological evaluation 
was performed in the following cases: Alsónémedi (NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 5 1 ) . Budapest 
Andor street (NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 5 6 ) , Bodrogkereszt úr. Pusztaistvánháza (BARTUCZ, 
1 9 3 8 ) , Csongrád—Kettőshalom ( M A R C S I K , 1 9 7 1 ) , Hódmezővásárhely—Kotacpart 
( A P O R — N A G Y , 1 9 4 0 ) , Kiskőrös, Szentes—Teés ( B A R T U C Z , 1 9 6 6 ) , Palotabozsok 
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(NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 5 6 ) , Szentes—Nagyhegy (NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 5 6 ) , Tiszapolgár—Basatanya 
( B . K U T Z I Á N , 1 9 6 3 ; NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 6 1 ) , Zengővárkony (NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 6 1 ; B A R T U C Z , 
1 9 6 6 ) . 
With respect to the Copper Age, two other comprehensive works are known 
(NEMESKÉRI, 1956, 1961) in which the author 's conclusions were drawn on the basis 
of the anthropological material of several findspots (Ajka, Alsónémedi, Bodrog-
keresztúr, Budakalász, Hajdúdorog, Jászberény—Borsóhalom, Jászladány, Kis-
kőrös, Kistőke, Konyár, Lebő, Pécel, Pusztaistvánháza, Paszab, Szerencs—Hajdúrét, 
Tiszapolgár—Basatanya). The material of four cemeteries (Alsónémedi, Budapest— 
Andor street, Palotabozsok, Szentes—Nagyhegy) were used by T Ó T H ( 1 9 7 0 , 1 9 7 1 , 
1 9 7 2 , 1 9 7 3 ) , as the amalgamated groups of the Baden culture, for analysing the 
morphogenetic trends. 
From among the several finds ascribed to the Bronze Age. scientific evaluation 
took place only in comparatively few cases. Sites made known so far from the anthro-
pological point of view are: Bag, Kelebia, Üllő (LIPTÁK, 1957), Battonya (FARKAS— 
LIPTÁK, 1968), the trepanned finds from Deszk—F, Füzesabony, Szeged—János-
szállás, Szőreg—C (BARTUCZ, 1966), Pitvaros (FARKAS, 1971), Tápé (FARKAS, 1970; 
FARKAS — LIPTÁK, 1971,1971a, 1975; LENGYEL, 1975), Tiszafüred ( T Ó T H , 1972, 1973). 
Also included here are: the comprehensive work of BARTUCZ ( 1 9 3 8 ) , the papers 
dealing with the problem of gracilization ( T Ó T H , 1 9 6 8 , 1 9 7 0 , 1 9 7 1 , 1 9 7 2 ) , as well 
as the publications treating the Bronze Age taxonomy ( L I P T Á K , 1 9 5 7 , 1 9 6 2 ) . The 
palaeodemographic problems of the Bronze Age are treated in a comprehensive 
monograph (NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 7 0 ) . The major problems of prehistory in Hungary 
(NEMESKÉRI, 1 9 6 1 ) are similarly treated. 
Considerable prehistoric find-groups in Northern Jugoslavia have also been 
published. These are: the Copper-Age finds at Nosza-Gyöngypart (FARKAS, 1973), 
the skeletons from the important Bronze-Age cemetery at Mokrin ( F A R K A S — L I P T Á K , 
1971b; LENGYEL, 1972, 1974, 1974a, 1975; L E N G Y E L — F A R K A S , 1972); the material of 
the neolithic site VajSka-Baba Sivadka (FARKAS, 1976). 
Finally, have been published papers dealing with the burial-rite and the palaeopa-
thological aspects of prehistory in Hungary ( F A R K A S , 1976a; F A R K A S — M A R C S I K , 
1975), as well as the anthropological evaulation of the Copper-Age cemetery at 
Magyarhomoróg (FARKAS, 1976b). 
All these investigations arc, however, very far from exhausting all the possibili-
ties, and the skeletons of several findspots, among them even major series, remain 
unknown. 
It is regrettable that the Bronze-Age anthropological finds excavated by Ferenc 
Móra in the nineteen-twenties and thirties have not been published to this day. 
In the Department of Anthropology of the University in Szeged a great many pre-
historic finds are stored and have not been made known so far. 
We were induced by these facts about ten years ago, to begin studying the pre-
historic skeletons from the southern part of the Great Hungarian Plain. Our aim 
has been to evaluate all the prehistoric palaeoanthropological material of the geo-
graphical area bordered by the rivers Tisza—Kőrős—Maros—Aranka and uncovered 
authentically. 
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Material investigated 
In the course of the work, the material of the following sites — primarily in the 
southern part of the Great Hungarian Plain and in Northern Jugoslavia — were 
considered (in brackets we give the identity number of the findspot in the Tables 
7 - 9 ) : 
1. F r o m t h e N e o l i t h i c A g e (b. o. e. 4000—2500) 
A) K ő r ö s g r o u p (b. o. e. 4000—3200): Deszk— 1 oil-well (1.1), Endrőd (1.2), 
Hódmezővásárhely—Bodzáspart (1.3), Hódmezővásárhely—Kopáncs Kovács farm-
stead (1.4), Hódmezővásárhely—Kopáncs Zsoldos farmstead (1.5), Hódmezővásár-
hely—Kotacpart Vata farmstead (1.6), Maroslele—Pana (1.7). 
B) T i s z a c i v i l i z a t i o n (b. o. e. 2900—2500): Békés—Povádzug (1.8), Hód-
mezővásárhely—Gorzsa Czukor major (1.9), Hódmezővásárhely—Kökénydomb 
Kapocsi farmstead (1.10), Hódmezővásárhely—Kökénydomb Vörös farmstead 
(1.11), Nádudvar—Farkaslóré (1.12), Vésztő—Mágori halom (hill) (1.13). 
C) N e o l i t h i c f i n d s p o t s n o t d e s c r i b e d in d e t a i l : Ada—Mohol (North-
ern Yugoslavia, 1.14), Békésszarvas—Szappanosi szőlők (vineyards) (1.15), Csóka— 
Kremenyák (N. Yug., 1.16), Hódmezővásárhely—Kökénydomb Kovács farmstead 
(1.17), Lebő (1.18), Megyesbodzás—Dózsa agricultural co-operative, Mogyorós, 
Ószentiván VIII (1.19). 
2. F r o m t h e C o p p e r A g e (b. o. e. 2400—2000) 
A) T i s z a p o l g á r c i v i l i z a t i o n (b. o. e. 2400—2300): Deszk-A (2.1), Deszk-B 
(2.2), Hódmezővásárhely—Kotacpart Vata farmstead (2.3—2.4), Hódmezővásárhely-
Népkert (2.5), Hódmezővásárhely—Szakáihát (2.6), Lebő-A (2.7), Ószentiván VIII 
(2.8). 
B) B o d r o g k e r e s z t ú r c i v i l i z a t i o n (b. о. е. 2200—2100): Maroslele (2.9), 
Magyarhomoróg—Kónyadomb (2.10), Magyartés (2.11), Nosza-Gyöngypart (N. 
Yug., 2.12), Szentes—Kistőke Szegi farmstead (2.13), Szentes—Teés (2.14), VajSka— 
Baba Sivaöka (N. Yug., 2.15), Zalota—Bökény crossing-place (2.16). 
C) P é c e l c i v i l i z a t i o n (b. о. е. 2100—2000): Baja—György Dózsa street 
233 (2.17), Hódmezővásárhely—Bodzáspart Pap farmstead (2.18), Orosháza—Bónum 
„Red Star" agricultural co-operative (2.19). 
3. F r o m t h e B r o n z e A g e (b. o. e. 2000—1200): 
A) F r o m t h e e a r l y B r o n z e A g e (b. o. e. 2000—1800): Battonya—„Red 
October" agricultural co-operative (3.1), Deszk-A (3.2), Hódmezővásárhely—Kökény-
domb Szabó farmstead (3.3), Mokrin—Lalina humka (N. Yug., 3.4), Óbéba (N. 
Yug., 3.5), Ószentiván III, IV, and other sites (3.6—3.8), Pitvaros (3.9), Röszke 
(3.10), Szolnok—Rákóczifalva Kastélydomb (3.11), Szőreg-C (3.12), Szőreg—Pálfy 
brick-works (3.13), Törökkanizsa—Halászka holms (N. Yug., 3.14). 
B) F r o m t h e m i d d l e B r o n z e A g e (b. o. e. 1800—1350): Deszk-A (3.15), 
Deszk-F (3.16), Hódmezővásárhely—Kopáncs Szabó farmstead (3.17), Hódmező-
vásárhely—Lelik farmstead (3.18), Kelebia (3.19), Szolnok—Rákóczifalva Kastély-
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domb (3.20), Szőreg-C (3.21), Tiszafüred-Fertői halom (hill) (3.22), T i s z a f ü r e d -
Majoros halom (hill) (3.23), Üllő—Löb puszta (steppe) (3.24). 
L a t e p h a s e o f t h e m i d d l e B r o n z e A g e : Deszk-A (3.25), Deszk-F (3.26), 
Hódmezővásárhely—Czukor major (3.27), Szőreg-C (3.28), Tiszafüred—Majoros 
halom (hill) (3.29). 
C) F r o m t h e l a t e B r o n z e A g e ( b . o . e . 1350—1200): Bag (3.30), Szolnok— 
Rákóczifalva Kastélydomb (3.31), Tápé—Széntéglaégető (coalbrick-works) (3.32). 
D) B r o n z e A g e f i n d s , n o t c l a s s i f i e d i n t o p h a s e s : Hódmezővásárhely— 
State farm (3.33), Hódmezővásárhely—Kökénydomb Szabó faimstead (3.34), 
Katymár—Prispa (3.35), Szolnok—Rákóczifalva Kastélydomb (3.36), Szolnok— 
Water Management (3.37), Szőreg-C (3.38). 
A part of these findspots is indicated in Figure 1. 
Fig. 1. 
Methods of investigation 
The comparison of palaeoanthropological finds is, even in the case of a detailed evaluation, 
very much encumbered in that different methods have been applied by the individual authors. 
In evaluating the finds from the Southern Great Hungarian Plain, we were striving — for the sake 
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of biological reconstruction and taking into consideration the possibilities at our disposal — to apply 
all the methods of investigation that were suitable for elucidating the many facets of the find material. 
So we used the following methods: 
— In establishing sex (sexus), we observed in part some morphological characters (MARTIN— 
SALLER, 1957—1966; NEMESKÉRI—HARSÁNYI. 1958), evaluated these individually on the basis of 
the five-grade scale (HARSÁNYI—FÖLDES, 1968), and established the sexuality index. In part — but 
not in the case of every findspot — the citrate content determined by chemical analysis (LENGYEL— 
NEMESKÉRI, 1963) was decisive. The reliability of the morphological characters determined was 
checked by comparing the archaeological and chemical determinations, carried out earlier on the 
same material (Mokrin), to each other (LENGYEL—FARKAS, 1972). All three determinations coincided 
92 per cent of the time. 
— For establishing the age at death, we were partly left to using traditional methods (MARTIN— 
SALLER, 1957—1966) owing to the bad state of preservation of the material. But the methodology-
serving for a more exact morphological determination (NEMESKÉRI—HARSÁNYI—ACSÁDI, I960) and 
the results of the osteochemical investigations (LENGYEL, 1972), were also taken into consideration. 
— The metric analysis was performed according to MARTIN'S technique. In classifying the 
characteristics, the arrangement of Hug, MARTIN, and SALLER was taken as our basis. The stature 
was calculated by the me thod of BREITINGER and BACH (BREITINGER 1938; BACH 1965). Ines tabl ish-
ing the morphological features. MARTIN'S prescriptions were used. 
— In the taxonomical analysis we have depended on LIPTÁK'S works. We had earlier estab-
lished some „norm values" for the Europoids (FARKAS, 1972, Tables I to 6), on the basis of LIPTÁK'S 
publications and. later on, we compared our data to these. 
In judging the relative frequency of the single taxonomical categories according to archaeologi-
cal periods, the dispersion of the relative frequency was taken into consideration. The lower limit 
of that was determined by the following formula: 
, a* a if 
, 4Ü 
n 
while its upper limit was reckoned by the following formula: 
, a l / 
P > = * 
1 + — 
n 
where p' is the (empirical) relative frequency calculated from the sample, n is the number of elements 
of the sample, a is the Table value corresponding to reliability level 95 per cent. 
— The biochemical and serological characteristics of bones were taken from IMRE LENGYEL 
(LENGYEL, 1972, 1975). 
— In explaining anatomical variations and palaeopathological cases, we have taken for our 
basis some analogies described primarily after the pattern of BROTWELL (1959), FINNEGAN (1973, 
1973a), MARTIN—SALLER (1957—1966), REGOLY—MEREI (1962), NATHAN—HAAS (1966) and others. 
— In the biometric evaluation we made use of the methods applied to the antrhopological 
problems. The parameters were calculated with a computing machine of type R—40. 
— In the palaeodemographic evaluation we leaned on the works of ANGEL (1969), and NEMES-
KERI (1970). 
— In classifying the palaeoanthropological finds into archaeological periods, we have studied 
in addition to the original descriptions, the above- mentioned results of B6NA, KALICZ, TROGMAYER, 
a n d B. KUTZIAN. 
— The coincidence between the mode of interment (right- or left-side one) and the result of 
the anthropological sex-determination was investigated with a 2X2 field contingence table, and a 
close connection was extablished. 
Before examining the material of finds, its authenticity was checked in every case. And then, 
after the investigation was carried out by the methods mentioned above, we compared our data, 
with the results of foreign publications. Our conclusions were based on the results of the above-
mentioned procedures. 
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Results 
1. We studied 53 out of 128 neolithic-grave finds originating from the area 
of the southern Great Hungarian Plain, 117 out of the 261 graves ascribed to the 
Copper Age, as well as 1122 skeletons out of the finds of 2303 Bronze-Age graves 
in this investigation. Altogether 1292 finds of 2692 excavated graves were studied 
(Tables 7 - 9 ) . 
The number of findspots in the archaeological periods is as follows: 
21 neolithic findspots (7 of the Kőrös group, 6 of the Tisza civilization, 8 neolithic 
findspots, not classified into phases); 
20 findspots f rom the Copper Age (8 of the Tiszapolgár civilization, 8 of the 
Bodrogkeresztúr civilization, 3 of the Pécel civilization, 1 findspot, not classified 
into phases, of the Copper Age); 
38 findspots f rom the Bronze Age (14 findspots of the early, 10 of the middle, 
7 of the late Bronze Age, 1 tumulus, 6 Bronze Age findspots, not classified into 
phases). 
In Hungary this was the first case of detailed anthropological observations on 
such a great number of skeletal materials f rom prehistory. This was supplemented 
by finds already published that don't belong in the strict sense of the word to the 
area of the southern Great Hungarian Plain and were drawn into the research in 
the course of comparison. 
2. From the Neolithic Age 41.4 per cent, f rom the Copper Age 44.8 per cent, 
f rom the Bronze Age 48.7 per cent of the finds excavated could be studied (Table 10). 
Only the skeletons of every second grave were practically rescued or — owing 
to the fragmentary preservation of the material rescued — only every second find 
was suitable for more detailed analysis. One of the basic preconditions of anthro-
pological research of prehistory is to have a satisfying quantity of investigatable 
material at our disposal. It is therefore desirable in the future that during the exca-
vations stronger stress be laid upon rescuing the finds. 
3. For establishing the distribution according to sex and the age at death, 
there were 431 male, 415 female, and 314 infantile skeletons available for us (Tables 
7—10). 
The above numbers prove that the non-rescued finds came primarily from among 
the skeletons of children. This fact played a decisive part in the palaeodemographical 
evaluation. While f rom among the finds of the southern Great Hungarian Plain 
9.4 per cent of the finds belong to the age-groups Infantia I—II, in the finds of similar 
period from the Ukraine this group appears with 6 7 . 1 per cent ( K O N D U K T O R O V A , 
1 9 7 3 ) , and among the finds from Bulgaria infantile skeletons are not even mentioned 
( B O E V , 1 9 7 2 ) . 
Even if we determined the death age of finds exactly and with absolute certainly, 
our palaeodemographical conclusions would nonetheless be unrealistic, at least 
concerning the average age. 
Moreover, it is striking that the number of those reaching their sixtieth year 
was quite low in the Neolithic Age. 
In the Copper Age, the number of senile and adult ages increased. It is possible 
that this is but a sham result caused by the difference in the size of series. 
In the Bronze Age, those between 0—14 years of age are represented in a cca 
8 per cent higher ratio. 
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The palaeodemographical problems of the Middle-Danube basin were treated 
by NEMESKERI (1970). He established that the life expectancy increased from the 
Neolithic to the Copper Age, and after that it decreased. It was, however, noted, 
that his data were to be accepted with some reservation. We agree with him that 
several conditions ought to be fulfilled for enabling us to thoroughly reveal the 
pattern. In Hungary the major series necessary for this purpose are only available 
from the Bronze Age while the Neolithic Age is only represented by a very modest 
find material. Consequently, we want to give information in Table 11 on the connec-
tions between death ages and archaeological periods only on the basis of larger age 
groups. 
4. As we have dealt with the problem of the archaeological and anthropological 
sex-determination in detail ( F A R K A S , 1 9 7 6 ) , here we only want to call attention to 
some of the more important relationships. 
In the Neolithic Age no relation can be proved between the burial rite and sex. 
In the Copper Age, in the cemeteries investigated, males were more often buried 
on their right sides, and females more often on their left sides. This burial custom 
has correlation coefficient r = 0,691 calculated for the entire Copper Age. In the 
early Copper Age, the correlation of the two phenomena (r = 0.658) is weaker than 
in the middle Copper Age (r=0.694). 
In the early period of the Bronze Age, the correlation is still stronger (r=0.740). 
At that time, however, as opposed to the Copper Age, men were buried on their 
left, and females on their right sides. This may suggest the appearance of a new 
ethnic group. 
In the middle Bronze Age the correlation between the two factors is already 
loose (r=0.354, and for the people of the tumulus civilization it is very loose (r = 
=0.075). That is to say, in case of the latter ones, the sex of skeleton is no longer 
determined by the side on which it lies in the grave. 
The correlation between the two factors increased from the Neolithic Age 
through the early Bronze Age. Then it decreased, and in the late Bronze Age it was 
extremely weak. 
5. According to the analysis of arithmetic means, every prehistoric phase is 
characterized, in the case of males, by the medium-long, narrow and medium-high 
cranium, the medium-high and orthognathous splanchnocranium (Table 12). The 
upper face is medium-high, the nasal cavity is medium-high, the palate is medium-
long and mesen. 
According to the indices, the upper face is narrow in the Neolithic and Bronze 
Ages. In some phases of the Bronze Age it is mesen. The orbit is high (hypsiconch) 
in the Neolithic Age. In all the other periods it is medium-high (mesoconch). The 
neurocranium is dolichocranic except for the middle Bronze Age when it is meso-
cranic. Brachycephalism, on the basis of the arithmetic mean, is not characteristic 
of any period and can be found in the whole series only 13 per cent of the time, 
and it occurs very rarely in the Copper Age. 
The stature in the Neolithic Age is large-medium, after that it becomes shorter 
(medium). The large-medium stature is characteristic of the early Bronze Age, too. 
It seems that in the late Bronze Age we have to reckon with the inflow of a 
dolichocephalic male population with larger stature. 
Females have, in all the archaeological periods, a broad front, their face is 
medium-high, leptoprosope, the orbit is narrow, mesoconch, the nose is chamaerrhine, 
II 
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the palate is narrow (Table 13). The cranium is, except for the middle Bronze Age, 
high. 
The other features of women in the different periods are much more varied than 
those of men. The stature is, except for the late Bronze Age, tall or large-medium. 
6. On the basis of the taxonomical analysis (354 finds), we have established for 
the various periods the following: 
In the Neolithic Age, the taxonomical features of males and females are differ-
ent. Among males primarily the Nordoids, among females the Mediterraneans 
occur. Brachycephalic ones have not been found among either sex. Among the 
Mediterraneans there are more Atlanto-Mediterraneans than gracile ones. But 
further finds are absolutely needed for describing the taxonomical picture of the 
Neolithic Age. 
In the Copper Age, in case of males the ratio of Nordoids decreased. The fre-
quency of Mediterraneans and Cromagnoids increased. Compared with the Neolithic 
Age, the female variability greatly decreased. 
The brachycephalic individuals occured in the Copper Age, in the period of the 
Tiszapolgár civilization for males, and in the Bodrogkeresztúr civilization for fema-
les, but, as compared with the other taxons, in an significant number. In both sexes 
the ratio of the gracile Mediterranean and the Atlanto-Mediterranean variants 
became balanced. 
In the Bronze Age, both among males and females, the Mediterranean group 
occurs the most frequently, but with decreasing importance. The main reason is 
primarily the numerical growth of Nordoids, Cromagnoids, and brachycephalic 
ones. Among males, the most frequent variant is the northern one, among females 
the Atlanto-Mediterranean. Among the Mediterraneans, in males the gracile, and 
in females the Atlanto-Mediterranean variants are more frequent. Among the 
brachycephalic ones, the Alpine race is comparatively more frequent. 
Within the Bronze Age, the following is found among both males and females. 
In the early Bronze Age mainly the Nordoids prevail. In the middle Bronze Age and 
the late Bronze Age the Mediterranean groups dominate. Among both sexes the 
brachycephalic ones primarily appear in the early Bronze Age. 
The taxonomical variants in the prehistoty of the southern Great Hungarian 
Plain may be followed by other methods, as well. As is known, the transformation 
of the splanchno- and neurocrania was investigated by Debetz, by means of the 
preaur icu la r faciocerehral index. The change of this index was observed by Tóth 
on the material of the Carpathian basin ( T Ó T H , 1 9 7 0 , 1 9 7 1 , 1972 , 1 9 7 3 ) . In the case 
of the finds of the tumulus cemetery at Tápé the value of the index is lower than in 
the case of the early Bronze Age material. That enables us to draw some inferences 
concerning the direction of migration. 
7. In the case of the palaeopathological evaluation there emerges, unfortunately, 
the same problem as in drawing the palaeodemographical conclusions: it would be 
difficult to give the absolute frequency of a given anomaly or anatomical variation 
because of the incompleteness of the cemetery excavations. 
The palaeopathological relationships of the prehistoric series will be mentioned 
by us in detail (FARKAS—MARCSIK, 1975); here we are only calling attention to a 
few significant facts. 
In the case of the prehistoric series examined, a wide range of anatomical vari-
ations and congenital anomalies may be observed. In the case of the finds of the tumu-
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lus civilization at Tápé only very few deformations can be observed. Among the 
early Bronze Age crania at Mokrin, however, the caries frequency was high. 
In several cemeteries a large number of trepanned cases were found (Szőreg, 
Mokrin, Teés), by reason of which we have supposed the functioning of a much 
experienced „trepanation centre" in the Maros region, the members of which trans-
ferred their experiences to one another, from generation to generation. 
8. According to the present-day archaeological approach, in the Neolithic Age 
the Carpathian basin was occupied by a new population coming probably from the 
direction of the Balkans (from south or south-east) and leading to an agricultural 
way of life. It is not impossible, either, that the mesolithic population living here 
also participated in the formation of the new population ( K A L I C Z , 1 9 7 0 ; BÓNA, 1 9 7 2 ) . 
The verification of this conjecture was carried out on the basis of the anthro-
pological material at our disposal. The results of the analysis performed by A N G E L , 
BOEV, B U N A K , C A P P I E R I , K N U S S M A N N , K O N D U K T O R O V A , N E C R A S O V , a n d S C H W I -
DETZKY were taken into consideration as comparative data. These deal with Asia 
Minor, the Balkan Peninsula, Central-, Northern,- and South-West Europe, and 
to the whole of Europe. 
On the basis of all these, we were led to the conclusion that the peopling of the 
Carpathian basin in the Neolithic Age from southern or south-eastern direction 
(and possibly from both) can be supported with anthropological data, and even 
a migration from the east cannot be excluded. At the same time, a migration from 
the north-east (NEMESKÉRI, 1944) would demand, in our opinion, further confir-
mation. These conclusions of ours are confirmed largely by the results of S C H W I -
DETZKY (1967, 1967a, 1967b, 1967c) who found great similarity between the finds 
from Greece, Yugoslavia (Vinőa), and Bulgaria, and established that in the Neo-
lithic Age in the southern part of Europe a uniform population complex came into 
being. The data from Hungary were omitted from the investigation obviously for 
want of being published. The investigations showed some taxonomical similarity 
to the populations of the mentioned areas in the Neolithic Age. 
9. The origin of the Copper Age civilization in the Carpathian basin is traced 
back by archaeologists to the Tisza civilization, assuming a migration from the south 
( K A L I C Z , 1 9 7 0 ; BÓNA, 1 9 7 2 ) . 
To investigate this supposition, we used, apart from the material concerning 
the southern Great Hungarian Plain, the data of CAPPIERI (1969, 1970, 1970a), 
BOEV (1972), K O N D U K T O R O V A (1973), N E C R A S O V (1965) and established, on the 
basis of these, the following: 
The finds of the southern Great Hungarian Plain are unequivocally favourable 
to the supposition that the Copper Age population is of southern origin. That is also 
confirmed by the approximately 49 per cent frequency of the Mediterraneans. The 
percentage (17 p.c.) of Cromagnoids did not change with respect to the Neolithic 
Age. But it is not excluded by the find from Csongrád-Kettőshalom (MARCSIK, 1974), 
either, that the Copper Age people of this type got into the Carpathian basin from 
the east. In that period the brachycephalic elements are also represented in the 
Alpine race (Kotacpart, Kistőke). It is exactly this that supports the supposition 
that the effect of the Transdanubian Balaton group may have extended over the 
southern Great Hungarian Plain, too. 
Concerning the Pécel civilization we cannot give, because of lack of finds, any 
additional data. It would also be difficult, in default of anthropological data, to take 
1 0 * 
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part in the question of how the Balaton civilization was related to the Cucuteni — 
Tripolje civilization (BONA, 1 9 7 2 ) . TÓTH, in one of his publications ( 1 9 7 0 ) , calls 
attention to the fact that he thought the discovered some morphological similarity 
between the Baden (Pécel) civilization in Hungary and the Tripolje series. 
The archaeological observation that the burial rite became more consequential 
in this period (BÓNA, 1 9 7 2 ) , can be proved with anthropological data unambigu-
ously. 
10. Archaeologists suppose an immigration from the south and east, and in the 
case of the tumulus civilization a western origin ( B Ó N A , 1 9 7 2 ; TROGMAYER. 1 9 7 5 ) 
in the Bronze Age. 
The data from the southern Great Hungarian Plain were compared to the results 
o f T Ó T H , NECRASOV, CRISTESCU, BOEV, STROUHAL, JELINEK, EHGARTHNER, MI SZ K I E -
W I C Z ( T Ó T H , 1 9 7 0 , 1 9 7 1 , 1 9 7 2 ; NECRASOV—CRISTESCU, 1 9 6 5 ; BOEV, 1 9 7 2 ; STROUHAL, 
1 9 6 4 ; JELINEK, 1 9 6 5 ; EHGARTHNER, 1 9 5 9 ; MISZKIEWICZ, 1 9 7 2 ) . 
Concerning the Bronze Age of the southern Great Hungarian Plain, it can be 
established that the Carpathian basin became filled with people from southern and 
eastern directions in the early Bronze Age. That is verified with anthropological 
data as well. At the same time, it seems to us that the people ai riving from the east 
may have had greater importance which is rendered probable by the increase in the 
ratio of Nordoids and Cromagnoids and the decrease in that of the Mediterraneans. 
In addition, the relationship between the Pitvaros group and the Nagyrév civilization 
is to be supposed as well. This latter establishment is reinforced by the fact that in 
the archaeological material of the so-called Pitvaros group of the early Bronze Age 
there was a pot belonging to the Nagyrév civilization as grave-furniture in the grave 
of a brachycephalic female, who was different even in this taxonomical respect 
(FARKAS. 1 9 7 1 ) . 
The anthropological data from the southern Great Hungarian Plain are in 
accord with the archaeological observations of the middle Bronze Age. The Balcanic 
effect can be considered verified. From the late phase of the middle Bronze Age 
we have but few finds from the southern Great Hungarian Plain. Therefore, we 
cannot prove or disprove the migration process supposed. 
The western origin of the tumulus civilization does not seem to be verified on 
the basis of the material of the cemetery at Tápé as the frequency of Mediterraneans 
is 60 per cent. At the same time, the immigration from the west is confirmed by the 
anthropological observations in Slovakia, Austria, and Poland. The antagonism 
between western origin and taxonomical distribution is explained by the fact that 
only about 10 per cent of the 600 finds could be analysed by a taxonomical method. 
The percentile distribution is, in this case, misleading (the dispersion of the relative 
frequency is large. Table 14). At the same time, we should like to refer again to the 
fact that the value of the pieaauricular cerebral index does not fit in well with the 
finds from Tápé. This supports, in an indirect way, the deviation from the earlier, 
southern direction of migration in the case of the tumulus civilization. 
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Table I. Characteristics of Europid Males. 
Characteristic 
crA 
n* = 2 3 - 3 3 
crB 
n = 3 — 12 
1. Cranial contour 
Cranial capacity 
Ov.-EII. 
| 4 I 9 ± 120 
Euencephalic 
Pent.-Spher. 
1495 ± 1 6 9 
Aristencephalic 
2. First cran. dim. 
8th cran. dim. 
17th cran. dim. 
186 ± 6 medium 
142±6 medium 
132±6 medium 
179 ± 8 short 
147±6 medium 
134±8 medium 
3. 8:1 index 
17:1 index 
17:8 index 
76 ± 2 mesocranic 
71 ± 3 orthocranic 
9 3 ± 5 metriocranic 
92 ± 4 brachycranic 
7 4 ± 4 orthocranic 
91 tapeinocranic 
4. 9 :8 index 
Frontal shape 
Glabella 
70 ± 4 eurymetopic 
moder. prognathic 
3 - 4 
68 ± 3 metriometopic 
2 
5. 47:45 index 
48:45 index 
72nd cran. dim. 
81 ± 4 euryprosop. 
49 ± 3 euryen 
85 + 4 orthognath. 
82 ± 4 euryprosop. 
48 ± 2 euryen 
86 ± 4 orthognathous 
6. 52:51 index 
Orbital shape 
7 8 + 6 mesoconch 
angular, oblong 
77 ± 9 mesoconch 
angular, oblong 
7. 54:55 index 
Nasal shape 
53 ± 5 chamaerrhine 
protruding, straight 
or curved 
56 ± 4 chamaerrhine 
protruding, concave 
8. Fossa canina 











168 ± 4 big medium 
robust 
I 6 2 ± 2 small medium 
robust 
Prot. occ. ext. 








n* = in the Tables the case-number (n) is different according to characters, e. g. for the taxon 
crA it ranges between 23 and 33. 
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Table 2. Characieristies of Europid Males. 
pn 
n = 5 - 13 
n 










1319 + 89 
Euencephalic 
193 ± 7 long 
139 ± 4 narrow 
134 ± 6 medium 
190±6 long 
141 ± 5 medium 
136 ± 6 medium 
181 ± 6 medium 
134 ± 5 narrow 
131 ± 5 medium 
73 ± 4 dolichocranic 
71 orthocranic 
96 ± 5 metrioeranic 
74 + 3 dolichocranic 
72± 3 orthocranic 
97 ± 5 metriocranic 
74 ± 3 dolichocranic 
73 ± 3 orthocranic 
97 ± 5 metriocranic 
70 ± 2 eurymetopic 
5 
70 ± 3 eurymetopic 
arcuate, modestly protruding 
3 
7 0 ± 4 eurymetopic 
arcuate 
1—3 
9 6 ± 7 h. leptopr. 
5 7 ± 5 lepten 
8 6 ± 3 orthognathous 
92 ± 4 leptoprosope 
55 + 3 lepten 
87 + 3 orthognath. 
93 ± 5 leptoprosope 
55 + 3 lepten 
8 5 ± 4 orthognathous 
82 ± 7 mesoconch 84 ± 7 mesoconch 
angular 
84 ± 6 mesoconch 
round 
48 ± 4 mesorrhine 48 + 4 mesorrhine straight, 
convex 
49 ± 5 mesorrhine straight 
2 or 4 2—3 2—3 
medium 
sharp, gerontomorphous big abs. measurements gracile, small abs. measure-
ment 
169±3 big medium 169± 5 big medium 
robust 
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Table 3. Characteristics of Europid Males. 
am 
n = 7—12 
a 













135 ± 4 narrow 
133 ± 4 medium 
176 ± 6 short 
144 ± 3 medium 
133 ± 4 medium 
178 ± 7 short 
151 ± 6 broad 
136 ± 6 medium 
73 ± 2 dolichocranic 
72 ± 3 orthocranic 
99 ± 4 acrocranic 
82 ± 3 brachycranic 
75 ± 2 hypsicranic 
9 2 ± 3 metriocranic 
85 ± 5 h. brachycranic 
76 ± 3 hypsicranic 
91 ± 6 tapeinocranic 
71 ± 2 eurymetopic 
2—3 
66 ± 3 metriometop. 
arcuate 
2 
65 ± 2 stenometopic 
steep 
2—3 
92 ± 5 leptoprosope 
56 ± 4 lepten 
8 6 ± 3 orthognathous 
88 ± 3 mesoprosope 
51 ± 2 mesen 
86 ± 3 orthognath. 
88 + 3 mesoprosope 
53 ± 2 mesen 
85 ± 4 orthognathous 
87±5hypsiconch 86 ± 5 hypsiconch 
round 
85 ± 7 hypsiconch 
46 + 3 leptorrhine 50 ± 4 mesorrhine 
straight, short 
46 ± 3 leptorrhine 
modestly protruding, 
straight or curved 
2—3 2 
medium 
1 - 4 
extremely high, narrow face curvoccipitalia lambdoid region is flat, 
forehead steep, 
curvoccipitalia 
168 ± 4 big medium I62± 7 small medium, 
medium 
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Table 4. Characteristics of Europid Females. 
crA 
n = 9—16 
crB 




180 ± 5 long 
I 3 7 ± 3 medium 
129±6 medium 
76 ± 2 mesocranic 
7 2 ± 3 orthocranic 
95 ± 5 metriocranic 
70 ± 3 eurymetopic 
modestly protruding 
1—2 
80 ± 5 euryprosope 
48 + 3 euryen 
83 ± 5 mesognathous 
82 ± 6 mesoconch 
angular, oblong 






156 ± 3 big medium 
medium 
1—3 
2 - 3 
2 
Ov.-Sphen. 
1280 ± 1 3 2 
Euencephalic 
169 ± 8 short 
140 + 6 medium 
125 ± 5 medium 
83 ± 2 brachycranic 
7 3 ± 3 orthocranic 
89 ± 4 tapeinocr. 
6 8 ± 3 metriometop. 
1—2 
84 ± 5 euryprosope 
5 0 ± 3 mesen 
84 + 4 mesognath. 
83 ± 6 mesoconch 
modestly angular 











n = 26—65 
Ov.-Pent. 
1300 ± 98 
Euencephalic 
181+5 long 
135 ± 4 medium 
129±6 medium 
74 + 3 dolichocranic 
72 + 3 orthocranic 
96 + 5 metriocranic 
7 0 ± 3 eurymetopic 
arcuate 
1—2 
91 ± 4 leptoprosope 
54 + 3 mesen 
85 ± 4 orthognathous 
85 ± 5 hypsiconch 
round 
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Table 5. Characteristics of Europid Females. 
153 
m 
n = 29—46 
am 
n = 7—9 
Pent.-Ov. 





175 ± 4 medium 
132 ± 5 narrow 
126 ± 4 medium. 
180 ± 7 long 
134 ± 4 narrow 
130±5 medium 
75 ± 3 mesocranic 
72 ± 2 orthocranic 
96 ± 4 metriocranic 
75 ± 4 mesocranic 
7 2 ± 2 orlhocranic 
97 ± 4 metriocranic 
70 ± 3 eurymetopic 
arcuate 
1—2 
71 ± 3 eurymetopic 
1—2 
90 ± 4 leptoprosope 
55 ± 3 lepten 
85 ± 3 orthognathous 
95 ± 6 h. leptoprosope 
58 + 4 lepten 
8 4 ± 2 mesognathous 
86 ± 5 hypsiconch 
round 
91 ± 9 hypsiconch 
49 ± 5 mesorrhine 47 ± 6 mesorrhine 
1—4 2—3 
gracile 
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Table 6. Characteristics of Europid Females. 
a 
n = 4—10 
P 







172± 6 medium 
142 ± 5 medium 
127± 5 medium 
171 ± 7 medium 
144 ± 8 medium 
130±7 medium 
83 ± 2 brachycranic 
74 ± 3 orthocranic 
89 ± 3 tapeinocranic 
84 ± 3 brachycranic 
7 7 ± 5 hypsicranic 
93 ± 6 metriocranic 
66 ± 3 metriometopic 
arcuate 
1 
65 ± 4 stenometopic 
1—2 
89 mesoprosope 
52 ± 1 mesen 
8 6 ± 4 orthognathous 
89 ± 3 mesoprosope 
54 ± 2 mesen 
88 ± 3 orthognathous 
86 ± 3 hypsiconch 
round 
84 ± 5 mesoconch 




151 ± 2 small medium 
medium 
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of the finds excavated 
M F Ch. •> Together M F Ch. 1 Together 
Neolithic Age: 
Körös group 10 7 1 1 19 ? t 11,1 4,5 43,2 
Tisza civilization 9 10 10 — 29 64.3 71,4 76,9 0 51,8 
No civilization 
determined 3 2 — — 5 60,) 50,0 0 0 17,9 
Sum of Neolithic 
Age: 22 19 11 1 53 81,5 73,9 42,3 1,9 41,4 
Copper Age: 
Tiszapolgár 
civilization 18 23 4 — 45 58.1 46,0 22,2 0 38,1 
Bodrogkeresztúr 
civilization 28 26 7 9 70 87,5 52,0 87,5 18,8 58,8 
Pécel civilization 1 — 1 — 2 100,0 0 100,0 0 40,0 
Sum of Copper Age: 47 49 12 9 117 76,6 49,0 44,4 12,8 44,8 
Bronze Age: 
Early Bronze Age 106 118 89 27 340 69,3 73,3 67,4 26,7 62,2 
Middle Bronze Age 46 42 18 — 106 54.8 63,6 ? 0 14,8 
Late phase of the 
Middle B. A. 10 15 4 — 29 38,4 9 30,7 0 9,2 
Late Bronze Age 189 161 171 92 613 100,0 100,0 100,0 75.4 95,3 
No civilization 
determined 11 11 9 3 34 100,0 ? 21,9 13,6 40,5 
Sum of Bronze Age: 362 347 291 122 1122 78,2 84,2 80,2 11,5 48,7 
Prehistoric Ages 
altogether: 431 415 314 132 1292 77,8 77,2 75,5 11,1 48,0 
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Table II. Distribution of the material investigated according to ages at death, 






Neolithic Age Copper Age Bronze Age Together 
M F Ch. M F Ch. 
1 
M F Ch. M F Ch. 
lnfantia 1. n % — — 
4 
8,7 — — 
76 
















































































































Altogether: 46 97 895 1038 
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n X n X n X n X 
1. 14 180,78 27 178,37 206 177,82 247 178,05 
8. 14 
13 
135,50 27 132,22 195 134,43 236 134,24 
9. 92,92 20 93,10 182 93,77 215 93,66 
17. 5 136,80 7 133,71 47 132,38 59 132.91 
20. 13 115,30 12 113,08 123 113,15 148 113,33 
45. 5 115,00 4 112,00 43 122,13 52 120,66 
47. 112,25 5 109,60 55 110,92 68 110,98 
48. 7 67,42 8 61,50 63 66,32 78 65,92 
51. 7 38,57 II 37,63 66 38,57 84 38,45 
52. 31,00 11 31.90 72 32,56 92 32,42 
54. 7 26,57 10 25,00 48 24,71 65 24,95 
55. 7 47.71 10 48.60 61 48,36 78 48,33 
62. 8 44,75 13 42,38 38 42,31 59 42,66 
63. 9 37,11 13 35,69 45 36,55 67 36,46 
8:1 14 74,93 24 74,01 179 75,04 217 74,92 
17:1 5 76,20 7 74,48 47 75,89 59 75,75 
17:8 5 102.40 7 102,80 45 97,22 57 98,36 
9 :8 13 68,62 19 70,73 155 69,52 187 69,58 
47:45 4 98.48 2 98,50 35 91.46 41 92,49 
48:45 3 59.47 5 58,98 40 54,65 48 55,40 
52:51 7 80,04 9 83,12 63 84,36 79 83.84 
54:55 6 55,53 8 51,59 41 51,05 55 51,62 
63:62 8 84,80 12 83,3) 34 87,73 54 86,31 
Calc. stature 6 159.38 10 160,52 170 156,06 186 156.41 
I I 
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n X n X n X n X 
1. 13 188.15 24 189,45 200 186,35 237 186,76 
8. 15 138,20 26 136,50 191 136,33 232 136,46 
9. 16 97,87 21 97,76 181 96,36 218 96,61 
17. 4 132,75 8 136,87 42 136,78 54 136,50 
20. 116,75 11 118,09 139 116,59 158 116,70 
45. 2 128,50 7 131,11 51 129,86 60 129,96 
47. 5 118,60 9 119,11 69 116,14 83 116,12 
48. 71,00 12 71,16 72 69,17 90 69.55 
51. 7 38,71 13 40,23 82 39,50 102 39,54 
52. 7 33,71 13 31,69 93 32,41 113 32,41 
54. 6 26,66 14 25,85 60 25,03 80 25,30 
55. 7 51,57 12 51,16 75 51,71 94 51,63 
62. 9 44,33 16 45,81 48 43,75 73 44,26 
63. 9 39,22 15 38,46 60 38,26 84 38,40 
8:1 12 74,01 22 73,08 175 73,51 209 73,49 
17:1 2 77,24 8 73,66 42 75,08 52 74,94 
17:8 8 80,65 8 100,62 42 96,72 58 95.04 
9 :8 9 72,19 19 71,24 155 70,97 183 70,73 
47:45 2 89,50 5 94,90 45 89,72 52 90,21 
48:45 2 55,65 7 56,70 45 54,27 54 54,63 
52:51 7 87,00 13 79,01 79 82,27 99 82,18 
54:55 5 53,18 11 50,50 58 49,84 74 50,16 
63:62 7 87,46 13 83,11 45 89,22 65 87,81 
Calc. stature 11 169,46 7 165,91 186 165,62 204 165,84 
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Table 14. Absolute and relative frequency of the taxonomical groups, 





































































Sum tota l : n 27 35 292 354 
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